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O’Hare International Airport  Final EIS 

Response to Comments L-91 July 2005 

 

 
Comment Response 
1 Comment noted.  In the event that any items falling under the NAGPRA 

are discovered during construction, the Eastern Shawnee Tribe will be 
notified and further consulted. 

2 FAA acknowledges that the Eastern Shawnee Tribe has no objection to 
the proposed construction. 
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Comment Response 
1 The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.  The commenter has 

raised a number of the same issues raised in comments received on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS).  The FAA’s response 
to these comments received on the Draft EIS can be found in Volumes 8, 
9, and 10.  The commenter is directed, specifically to Volume 9 
containing Section U.5, Topical Responses. 
 
In response to the comments, please see topical responses: A-1 (page U.5-
2), C-7 (page U.5-20), D-1 (page U.5-21), E-1 (page U.5-25), and M-1 (page 
U.5-46). 
 

2 FAA disagrees with the commenter’s opinion.  
 

3 Commenter’s opinion is noted. 
 

 



O’Hare International Airport  Final EIS 

Response to Comments L-93 July 2005 

 

Comment Response 
1 FAA acknowledges that the Sac & Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in Iowa 

has no objection to the Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation.  If human 
skeletal remains and/or any objects falling under NAGPRA are 
uncovered during construction, the NAGPRA Representative of the Sac 
& Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in Iowa will be notified. 
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Comment Response 
1 Comment noted.  In the event that Cultural Resources of Native 

American Origin, Native American Human Remains, or Native 
American Historic Properties are discovered during construction, the 
Bad River Band of Lake Superior Tribe of Chippewa Indians will be 
contacted.  
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Comment Response 
1 Comment noted. 

 
 



O’Hare International Airport  Final EIS 

Response to Comments L-96 July 2005 

 

Comment Response 
1 Comment noted.  If construction activities should expose archaeological 

materials, the Osage Tribe of Oklahoma will be contacted so that an 
evaluation can be made. 
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Comment Response 
1 Comment noted. 

 
2 The FAA notes and appreciates the acknowledgement that the document 

is consistent with NIPC’s plans and policies.   
 

3 FAA continues to believe that implementation of the preferred 
alternative will not result in a substantial impairment, nor a constructive 
use, on the 23 parks referenced in NIPC’s letter.  The provision of 
supplemental facilities such as bikeways is a matter best referred to the 
entities responsible for the operation of the parks themselves. 
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Comment Response 
4 FAA notes NIPC’s observation regarding the value of replacing lost park 

facilities.  However, this is a matter best referred to the operators of the 
parks themselves. 
 

5 FAA has carefully assessed the air quality impacts on parks in the 
O’Hare vicinity.  As a result of this evaluation, FAA concludes that no 
substantial impairment or constructive use to the parks will occur, 
because there will be no exceedances of the NAAQS.  The NAAQS are 
established in a process recognizing impacts on human health, including 
the health of children, the elderly, and those with asthma. 
 

6 The FAA appreciates the suggestions provided in NIPC’s comment.  The 
Final Section 4(f) and 6(f) Evaluation is incorporated into the Final EIS.  
The Final EIS, specifically Chapter 8 of Volume 1, includes a list of 
acronyms, a glossary and an index.  The table of contents for the Section 
4(f) and 6(f) Evaluation has been expanded to include the list of exhibits, 
tables, and attachments. 
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Comment Response 
1 Comment noted.   
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Response to Comments L-102 July 2005 

Comment Response 
1 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s characterization of the Draft 

Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation (Draft Evaluation).  The FAA 
notes that in response to these comments and others filed by these 
commenters’ the FAA has added a detailed evaluation of the 
“alternatives” suggested herein.  This evaluation is contained in 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6 of the Final EIS.  
 
Because much of this document is redundant with the commenter’s 
prior submissions to the FAA, in most cases, the FAA has provided 
cross-reference to other responses that may enlighten the commenters 
as to the FAA’s careful consideration of the issues raised herein.  In 
many cases, the commenter has suggested “alternatives” and in those 
occurrences, the FAA has referred the commenter to the 
aforementioned Section 3.6 of the Final EIS. 
 
Finally, the FAA takes issue with the commenter’s assertion that FAA 
has a “lack of objectivity and bias in favor of the City’s preferred 
alternative.”  As noted in Chapter 3, Section 3.7 of the Final EIS, 
“[t]he FAA did not identify a preferred alternative in the Draft EIS, 
believing that this decision could best be made after consideration of 
all comments and subsequent analysis that post-dated the Draft EIS...  
Further, the Agency’s careful scrutiny of the comments received on 
the Draft EIS, and the responses crafted to those comments (see 
Appendix U) provided additional insight into the identification of the 
preferred alternative.” 

2 The FAA notes that the Final Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation 
(Final Evaluation) has been included in this Final EIS as this 
Appendix L.   
 
The commenter has noted that “[t]he alleged advantages of the City’s 
OMP alternative were thoroughly and conclusively repudiated in the 
Objector’s Comments and the Report prepared by the Campbell-Hill 
Aviation Group, Inc. filed on April 6, 2005, and the Objections and 
Comments on the City’s Benefit Cost Analysis and the accompanying 
Campbell-Hill critique of the City’s BCA filed on June 5, 2005.”  The 
FAA has separately responded to both of the April 6, 2005 filings 
mentioned, with Karaganis-Cohn’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS 
beginning on page U.4-396 of Appendix U, and Campbell-Hill’s April 
6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-501.  In these FAA 
responses, the Agency has addressed the commenter’s issues on the 
DEIS. 
 
With regard to the Campbell-Hill critique of the City’s BCA, the FAA 
notes that the consideration of the BCA and the City’s LOI is being 
considered by the FAA outside the NEPA process. 
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Comment Response 
3 This summary comment is responded to in the subsection of this 

document where the comments are presented in greater detail.   
 
With regard to the quotation from the FAA’s Preliminary Regulatory 
Evaluation, the Agency appreciates the commenter’s reference to the 
choices that carriers (as opposed to the FAA) have in deciding how to 
provide service to their markets.  As the FAA noted in the paragraph 
preceding the referenced quote on page 41, “[the carriers] manage 
complex network and revenue structures that are extremely 
interdependent with other considerations such as aircraft fleet and 
seat capacity, seat yields, code share and alliance agreements, 
competition, as well as various differential-pricing schemes.”  The 
FAA also noted, on page 42, that if O’Hare’s operating capacity is 
increased, the “increased operating limits would help promote the 
competition goals, and contribute to lower price fairs and greater 
consumer access in air travel.” 
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Comment Response 
4 With regard to the LAX ROD, the FAA refers the commenter to 

comment 138 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS 
beginning page U.4-595. 
 

5 The FAA disagrees with this assertion that appears to be based on 
Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page 
U.4-501.  Specifically, Section 2.0 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 
comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-525.  Please see the 
responses to Section 2.0 for basis of FAA’s disagreement. 
 

6 As noted in response to comment 2, the FAA has separately 
responded to both of the April 6, 2005 filings mentioned, with 
Karaganis-Cohn’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning on 
page U.4-396 of Appendix U, and Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 
comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-501. 
 
The FAA has carefully considered the commenter’s “alternatives” 
L1 and L2 and has found that neither of these meet the purpose and 
need as outlined in Chapter 2 of the EIS.  The basis for this conclusion 
can be found in Section 3.6 of the Final EIS. 
 
Furthermore, the FAA does not agree with the commenter that the 
full-build OMP will not meet the forecast demand at acceptable levels 
of delay.  This assertion has been responded to in both Karaganis-
Cohn’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning on page U.4-396 
of Appendix U, and Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the 
DEIS beginning page U.4-501.  The FAA notes that the OMP is 
projected to serve approximately 1.2 million operations in 2018 at an 
annual average delay of approximately 5.8 minutes per operation.  In 
contrast, the existing airfield served approximately 990,000 operations 
in 2004 at annual average delay of approximately 18 minutes per 
operation. 
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Comment Response 
6 Please see the previous page for the response to this comment. 

 
7 The FAA has responded to the commenter’s response to FAA’s 

comments on the “alternatives” L1 and L2.  As noted previously in 
response to comment 6, the FAA has carefully considered the 
commenter’s “alternatives” L1 and L2 and has found that neither of 
these meet the purpose and need as outlined in Chapter 2 of the EIS.  
The basis for this conclusion can be found in Section 3.6 of the Final 
EIS. 
 
The response to the commenter’s issues with FAA’s statements 
regarding L1 and L2 from the Draft Evaluation is provided in 
response to comments 22 through 48, below. 
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Comment Response 
8 The FAA disagrees with these assertions based on Campbell-Hill’s 

April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-501.  
Specifically, Section 2.0 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on 
the DEIS beginning page U.4-525.  Please see the responses to Section 
2.0 for basis of FAA’s disagreement. 
 

9 The FAA disagrees with these assertions based on Campbell-Hill’s 
April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-501.  
Specifically, Section 2.0 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on 
the DEIS beginning page U.4-525.  Please see the responses to Section 
2.0 for basis of FAA’s disagreement.  Also, please see Section IID of 
Karaganis-Cohn’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page 
U.4-431.  
 

10 With respect to discretionary funding, the commenters have provided 
comments in a separate process concerning the LOI application.  
Outside of the NEPA process, the FAA is evaluating the City of 
Chicago’s  benefit cost analysis through the ongoing review of the 
City of Chicago’s Letter of Intent Application, submitted to the FAA 
in February 2005.  A decision whether to fund the LOI and at what 
level will be determined through this separate process. 
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Comment Response 
11 The FAA does not agree with the commenter regarding the 

commenter’s estimates of costs for the OMP.  This issue has been 
responded to in both Karaganis-Cohn’s April 6, 2005 comments on the 
DEIS beginning on page U.4-396, and Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 
comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-501. 
 
Specifically, Section IV of Karaganis-Cohn’s April 6, 2005 comments on 
the DEIS beginning page U.4-434.  Please see the responses to Section 
IV for basis of FAA’s disagreement.  
 
Specifically, Section 3.0 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on 
the DEIS beginning page U.4-558.  Please see the responses to Section 
3.0 for basis of FAA’s disagreement.  
 

12 As stated in response to comment 2, the FAA notes that the 
consideration of the BCA and the City’s LOI is being considered by 
the FAA outside the NEPA process.  In addition, the PFC and AIP 
processes are separate and distinct from the NEPA process. 
 
Specifically, Section 2.0 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on 
the DEIS beginning page U.4-525.  Please see the responses to Section 
2.0 for basis of FAA’s disagreement.   
   
 

13 The FAA does not agree with the commenter regarding the 
commenter’s estimates of costs for the OMP.  This issue has been 
responded to in both Karaganis-Cohn’s April 6, 2005 comments on the 
DEIS beginning on page U.4-396, and Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 
comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-501. 
 
Specifically, Section 3.0 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on 
the DEIS beginning page U.4-558.  Please see the responses to Section 
3.0 for basis of FAA’s disagreement.  
 
Additionally, in response to this request and others, the FAA has 
reviewed additional cost information related to the City’s proposed 
O’Hare Modernization Program (OMP).  This additional cost 
information provided by the City has been posted to the FAA’s 
website, http://www.agl.faa.gov/OMP/. 
 
As discussed in Section 1.7 of Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, the FAA has 
concluded that the City’s cost estimates are reasonable for the 
purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

 



O’Hare International Airport  Final EIS 

Response to Comments L-108 July 2005 

Comment Response 
13 Please see the previous page for the response to this comment. 

 
14 In response to this request and others, the FAA has reviewed 

additional cost information related to the City’s proposed O’Hare 
Modernization Program (OMP).  This additional cost information 
provided by the City has been posted to the FAA’s website, 
http://www.agl.faa.gov/OMP/. 
 
As discussed in Section 1.7 of Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, the FAA has 
concluded that the City’s cost estimates are reasonable for the 
purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
 
As stated in response to comment 2, the FAA notes that the 
consideration of the BCA and the City’s LOI is being considered by 
the FAA outside the NEPA process.  In addition, the PFC and AIP 
processes are separate and distinct from the NEPA process. 
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Comment Response 
15 Please see response to comment 14 on the previous page. 
16 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that runway crossings 

and the risk of runway incursions will increase drastically with adoption of 
the OMP.  Unlike the commenter, the FAA has subjected several of its 
proposed alternatives to detailed modeling by MITRE, an FAA contractor.  
MITRE’s modeling concluded that the FAA’s proposed strategy for 
managing crossings of active runways is at least as safe as today’s 
operations at O’Hare.  
 
The commenter is completely wrong in claiming that runway crossings at 
O’Hare today number only about 100.  Given the current runway 
configuration, especially on the north side of the airport, runway crossings 
are routine events.  For example, when the FAA is operating under “Plan 
X” which can handle over 1,300 aircraft per day, every aircraft departing 
from Runway 4L crosses both Runways 9L and 14L on takeoff.  That one 
departure counts for two crossings.  Aircraft departing Runway 9L in east 
flow, or 27R in west flow, cross Runways 4L and 32R.  When those other 
runways are in use for either departure or arrival, traffic must be 
“sequenced” by the controller so that the aircraft have proper separation 
on the ground and in the air. 
 
One of the benefits of the OMP is that it minimizes “active runway” 
crossings by allowing those aircraft that need to cross a runway to do so 
either behind the intersection takeoff point of the other runway, or far 
down the field at the opposite end of the runway, beyond a point where 
the arrival aircraft “land and hold short.”  The OMP virtually eliminates 
operations on intersecting runways.  These practices enhance safety, 
reduce controller workload, and allow for greater efficiency in runway use.   

17 The commenter’s reference is wrong to suggest that the OMP was 
“unveiled” with no input from the FAA or air traffic controllers.  The OMP 
was presented to the FAA by the City in December 2002.  The FAA 
immediately established a review team that included air traffic controllers. 
After  many meetings, four separate sets of comments (posted at 
http://www.agl.faa.gov/OMP/), 249 pages of text, and several revisions to 
the proposal, this separate non-EIS process produced the modified OMP 
that is the subject of this NEPA document.  It also produced “Alternative 
G” which the FAA developed and studied at the request of air traffic 
controllers. 
 
Continued on the following page. 
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Comment Response 
17 
continued 

This comment, projecting 2,200 to 2,400 runway crossings appears to be 
at odds with the previous comment that predicted 1,700.  The FAA 
believes the more important question is not how many runway crossings 
are likely, but rather where they will occur.  As described in response to 
the comment 16 immediately above, the agency concludes that the OMP 
can be operated both safely and efficiently.  The MITRE study confirms 
that conclusion. 
 
The commenter asserts that aircraft may require as many as 5 separate 
frequency changes as they move from landing to terminal or vice versa.  
The FAA agrees that, in very rare cases, such as a cargo aircraft landing 
on Runway 9L and taxing from the northernmost point at the airport to 
the cargo facility at the southwest corner of the field, such frequency 
changes may be required.  However, in most circumstances, the number 
of times a pilot will need to change radio frequencies to speak with a 
different controller will be no greater than the current situation at 
airports such as Atlanta, Dallas/Fort Worth, or other major airports with 
similar numbers of parallel runways.   This is not a safety concern. 
 

18 The FAA rejects the suggestion that operation of Phase One of the OMP 
in poor weather conditions will be either a “catastrophe” or a “disaster.”  
Phase One is equivalent to Alternative B in 2009.  This configuration was 
modeled, based on input from air traffic controllers.  While the FAA 
cannot speak for every individual claiming air traffic expertise, the 
detailed study the FAA conducted demonstrates that the commenter’s 
concerns are without merit.  In fact, an Air Traffic Workgroup, (see 
Appendix D, Attachment D-3) examined the assumptions and results of 
each operating layout, and identified the optimum sets of runways to use 
in a variety of wind and weather conditions.  Thus, for safety reasons, the 
FAA does not propose to use Runway 9L in east flow conditions during 
IFR weather.  But this is hardly crippling, because that runway is used in 
west flow conditions during the same weather, and as noted in other 
responses to comments, IFR conditions at O’Hare occur less than 10% of 
the time.  As a result, delays expected during Phase One of the OMP will 
be less than those projected by the no-action alternative. 

19 The FAA disagrees with the characterization that the O’Hare Tower 
NATCA representative endorsed your proposed alternative to the OMP, 
based on a review of the interview transcript.  As demonstrated by the 
depiction of the commenter’s “L-1” Alternative, at Section 3.6 of Chapter 
3, Alternatives, L-1 calls for the construction of two new runways located 
to the south of the present passenger terminal.  In contrast, as shown by 
the ellipsis used in the quotation, the O’Hare Tower NATCA 
 representative was suggesting a “one runway” proposal. 
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FEIS.

Comment Response 
19 
continued 

In addition, in response to comments the FAA has evaluated the 
“one runway” derivatives in Chapter 3.6 of the FEIS.  Based on the 
FAA’s analysis of the “one runway” derivatives (labeled in Chapter 
3.6 as Commenter Derivative M and N) they fail to meet purpose 
and need. 
 

20 FAA has undertaken a careful and detailed evaluation of 
alternatives, please see Chapter 3 of the EIS and the Final 4(f) and 
6(f) Evaluation contained in Appendix L of the FEIS.  In addition, 
the FAA will makes its determination regarding Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f) in the Record of Decision. 
 

21 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertion.  FAA’s careful 
and detailed evaluation of alternatives is contained in Chapter 3 
and the Final 4(f) and 6(f) Evaluation contained in Appendix L of 
the FEIS.  In addition, the FAA will makes its determination 
regarding Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) in the Record of Decision. 
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Comment Response 
22 Before providing specific responses to comments about the FAA’s earlier 

treatment of “Alternatives L-1 and L-2” in the Draft Section 4(f) and Section 
6(f) Evaluation, the FAA believes it would be helpful to make two technical 
observations.  First, L-1 and L-2 are not, as the commenter asserts, the 
“controllers alternative.”  Instead, as noted in the second paragraph of page 
12 of the commenter’s July 5th letter, these are the “Objectors” alternatives.   
 
Second, the commenter has unnecessarily complicated the process of analysis 
and response because of its unique and confusing runway naming 
convention.   The FAA, throughout this document, refers to runway 
identifiers (e.g., 10L/28R) as depicted in the proposed ALP.  In some cases, 
these runway identifiers have been changed from their present names to 
reflect a standard aviation practice: runways are generally numbered 
according to their compass orientation, but when there are more than two 
parallel runways on different sides of the airport, they are given different 
numbers so as to distinguish one set from the other.  Thus, at present O’Hare 
has one east-west runway north of the terminal (Runway 9L/27R or pointing 
due east and west at 90 and 270 degrees) and one other east-west runway 
parallel to it on the south side  (Runway 9R/27L).  However, following OMP 
build-out, there would be three parallel runways on the north side (new 
9L/27R, new 9C/27C, and 9R/27L, the last of which is presently 9L/27R).  On 
the south side, former Runway 9R/27L becomes 10L/28R, while new parallels 
further south are identified as Runway 10C/28C, and Runway 10R/28R.  By 
naming the runways north of the field as 9-27’s, the airport distinguishes 
them from the parallel set on the south, the 10-28’s.  This is important for 
pilots and controllers.  It is also important here because in submitting L-1 to 
the FAA for consideration, the commenter departed from this convention by 
failing to rename existing Runway 9R/27L according to the methodology used 
in the EIS, and by naming OMP Runway 10C/28C as its Runway 10L/28R.  
Thus, there are now three sets of runway identification terms:  current O’Hare 
layout, proposed OMP, and the commenters L-1 configurations.  We have 
done our best to achieve clarity in our analysis. 
 
The FAA’s decision on a Preferred Alternative comes only after extensive 
screening of all reasonable runway configurations and locations, and after 
each of those proposals was subject to the identical screening criteria for 
satisfying Purpose and Need.  The FAA has carefully studied every option 
presented to it, as well as additional variants it created of alternatives studied 
earlier, see Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.  This was done to insure that for 
purposes of NEPA, Sections 4(f) and 6(f), federal aviation obligations and 
religious liberty issues, every reasonable alternative was fully and fairly 
examined. 

23 Please see the response to this comment on the following page. 
24 Please see the response to this comment on the following page. 
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Comment Response 
23 In response to specific comments about the FAA’s criticism of L-1 and 

L-2, the agency rejects the assertion that the faults it found with these 
proposals are without factual or analytical support. See response to 
comment immediately above.  In addition, greater detail is offered in 
Section 3.6 of Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. 

24 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assumptions about the 
operation of the commenter’s proposals as contrasted to those of the 
OMP.  For example, in good weather, the OMP (Preferred 
Alternative) allows for quadruple arrivals, and the commenter’s 
proposals do not.  In bad weather (IFR conditions), the OMP allows 
for three arrival streams in both west flow and east flow.  The 
commenter’s proposals would require waivers or special orders to 
achieve three arrival streams in any bad weather conditions, because 
they are not 5,000 feet apart, and the FAA does not believe it is 
realistic to expect such approvals.  Moreover, the most southern 
runway in the commenter’s scenario is too short to be operationally 
productive, as described in greater detail see response to comment 35. 
In the end, the commenter’s proposal was subject to the same scrutiny 
given consideration of all other runway configurations to determine if 
they could satisfy the purpose and need of the proposed action. 

25 The commenter’s consultant may believe that L-1 and L-2 outperform 
the OMP configuration, but the modeling conducted by the FAA, 
with the active participation of FAA air traffic specialists, confirm (as 
exhibited in Appendix D and Appendix E) that the Preferred 
Alternative is far superior in terms of delay reduction than anything 
submitted by the commenter. 
 
In addition, the FAA notes that the commenter proposes to operate L-
1 and L-2 in a non-conventional, and potentially dangerous 
configuration.  With respect to L-1 in both east and west flow, the 
runways closest to the terminals are not operated as departure 
runways but as arrival runways and the farther out runways are used 
for takeoffs.  This is completely contrary to the general standard 
procedures used by the FAA at Atlanta, Dallas/Fort Worth, Los 
Angeles, and other airports having sets of parallel runways.  Using 
“inboard” runways for departures and the “outboards” for arrivals 
reduces controller workload, allows the set of parallels to operate 
more efficiently, and reduces the potential for wake turbulence issues 
on parallel runways.  If forced to operate O’Hare in the configuration 
proposed by the commenter, the FAA would not use the operating 
techniques proposed by the commenter because the accommodations 
required to ensure safety would render such configuration 
profoundly inefficient.    

26 Please see response to comment 19, above. 
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Comment Response 
27 The FAA believes that this comment implicitly recognizes the 

weakness of its proposal, because here L-1 is advanced in 
combination with demand management and other non-construction 
alternatives.  In Chapter 3, the FAA shows how adoption of the OMP 
would alleviate the need for continued application of demand 
management techniques that artificially constrain market demand. 
 

28 The commenter’s opinion is noted.  However, as described above, 
neither L-1 nor L-2 will satisfy the purpose and need of the proposed 
action. 
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Comment Response 
29 The commenter does not directly challenge the FAA’s statement 

about Runway 14R/32L creating a “natural barrier” to aircraft 
traveling to and from the western terminal because the commenter 
agrees that this runway would not preclude such terminal 
development.  The FAA’s point was simply that if there is a western 
terminal and Runway 14R/32L remains, aircraft will need to cross that 
runway to reach that terminal.  Especially in east flow conditions with 
other traffic taxiing to Runway 10L for departure, there are only so 
many places aircraft can cross Runway 14R/32L without incurring 
significant operational penalties. 
 
The FAA disagrees with the commenter that Runway 14R/32L should 
be retained to preserve the airfield’s cross-wind operational capacity.  
The FAA reviewed a thorough study of historic wind and weather 
data at O’Hare, and found that the Preferred Alternative exceeds the 
agency’s wind coverage criteria.  The principal problem with the 
current runways on the north side of O’Hare is that while they do 
provide full-time coverage for all wind conditions, these runways do 
so because they intersect, and it is those intersecting runways that 
preclude their efficient use.  Accordingly, modern airports elect to 
adopt sets of parallel runways because the operational efficiencies of 
such a configuration far outweigh the inconvenience of brief delays in 
those rare circumstances where an unusual wind direction and 
velocity make those parallel runways unusable. 
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Comment Response 
30 The FAA stands by its earlier assessment that the commenter’s 

proposed layout would not be operated in a manner that would allow 
triple, simultaneous landings in poor weather conditions.  Although 
dual operations can occur if runways are separated by 4,300 feet, the 
FAA standing order requires 5,000 feet for triple operations, unless 
additional surveillance equipment is utilized.  This additional margin 
is required by the FAA to ensure that the more complex process of 
landing three aircraft simultaneously will be accomplished safely.  
Because the FAA believes L-1 would not be operated as the 
commenter asserts it could, the agency has concluded that L-1 would 
– in real life – provide no additional benefits beyond the dual stream 
of arrivals that O’Hare currently uses in poor weather. 
 
With regard to relocating the runways to avoid the cemeteries, the 
FAA refers the commenter to its analysis of runway relocation 
options found at Chapter 3, Section 3.6. 
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Comment Response 
31 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s statement that by shifting 

Runway 10L/28R (which in the OMP is Runway 10C/28C)  to the east 
and reducing its length, there would be no  impacts because the 
Runway Protection Zone extending into Bensenville consists only of 
avigation easements.  Most of the proposed Runway Protection Zone 
area required for this runway will be obtained in fee.  On the west 
side of the airport, avigation easements were used sparingly, largely 
to allow several small businesses to continue to operate.  Thus, the 
FAA does not believe its concern over the need for prospective 
condemnation for Runway Protection Zones in Schiller Park, were 
this runway to be shifted to the east, displays inequal treatment with 
that afforded the communities to the west of the airport. 
 
The FAA also directs the commenter to the FAA’s analysis of the 
adverse operational consequences of shifting or shortening Runway 
10C/28C, which are discussed at Chapter 3, Section 3.6. 
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Comment Response 
32 The commenter states that only 6,000’ is necessary for Land and Hold 

Short Operations (LAHSO).  However, 6000’ feet is the minimum that 
any air carrier aircraft needs in order to conduct LAHSO operations, 
as sated in FAA Order 7110.118.  There is a significant percentage of 
air carrier aircraft currently or forecast to operate at O’Hare that 
require at least 7,000’, 8000’, or even 9,000’ for LAHSO operations.  
Furthermore, each air carrier has its own specific operating 
procedures.  For example, American Airlines, which has the second 
most operations at the Airport, set its LAHSO procedures to accept no 
less than 8,000’.  All existing restrictions  regarding LAHSO were 
factored into developing the operational concept for each alternative.  
The LAHSO order further states, “No waivers will be issued to the 
provisions contained in this order.” (FAA Order 7110.118, 7.d.)  
LAHSO is currently conducted at O’Hare, but with numerous 
constraints as required in the FAA Order, and any modifications to 
the airfield would be operated under the same constraints. 
 

33 The FAA stands by its response on aircraft queuing.  It would never 
accept as operationally sensible a procedure that would use the 
commenter’s L-1 in an east flow as described.  This procedure would 
send departing aircraft to taxi far to the east of the terminal to a point 
beyond where the commenter would land aircraft on Runway 10L (its 
Runway 9R).  Then these aircraft would taxi across the active runway 
at that point, and then taxi all the way back to the departure point of 
Runway 10C (its 10L).   Depending on the departing aircraft gate and 
the OMP Runway 10L LAHSO point, an aircraft could taxi at least  
2 miles before reaching the takeoff threshold of the departure runway.  
Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, these are not the procedures 
envisioned by the OMP.  For the OMP, the FAA would use the 
“inboard” runway,  OMP Runway 10L (commenter’s Runway 9R) for 
departures.  Aircraft would reach this point by traveling on either the 
Alpha or Bravo taxiway to taxiway Mike, and thence directly to the 
takeoff threshold.  OMP landing traffic on OMP Runway 10C would 
cross OMP runway 10L at the next convenient taxiway and proceed 
directly to the terminal. 
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Comment Response 
34 The FAA rejects the commenter’s criticism of the agency’s evaluation 

of this aspect of operating L-1.   The commenter does not note that it 
is not permissible to park aircraft in a queue directly under the path 
of an arrival runway.  Because the commenter proposes operating the 
south inboard runway as an arrival runway (its Runway 9R, OMP 
Runway 10L), traffic slated for takeoff on the nearby parallel must 
hold short of crossing under the arrival flight path.  Moreover, with 
proposal L-1, Runway 14R/32L remains operational, and aircraft 
waiting for an intersection takeoff on Runway 32L at Taxiway  
Tango-10 occupy long stretches of this taxiway, precluding its use as a 
viable route to the commenter’s Runway 9R.  The only means to 
avoid the congestion predicted by the FAA is to operate L-1 in the 
fashion described by the commenter which, as noted in the comment 
immediately above, calls for lengthy and unprecedented taxiing 
around active runways. 
 

35 The FAA rejects the comment that the agency improperly criticized as 
borderline unusable Runway 10R/28L because the commenter 
proposes to shorten it by 1,505 feet from the Preferred Alternative.  
While many air carriers carry manuals and have standards that allow 
their pilots to land on a runway that is only 6,095 feet long, the FAA 
knows from years of experience that, given the option of a longer 
runway, most pilots would prefer not to land on one so short.  Thus, 
it is not surprising that the FAA’s team of Air Traffic Specialists 
agreed that in its shortened condition of 6,095 feet most aircraft would 
avoid its use in favor of other runways that are 8,190 feet and  
13,150 feet in length.  Similarly, by reducing this runway’s length to 
6,095 feet, many aircraft presently serving O’Hare would reject its use 
for takeoffs, thereby placing greater dependence on other runways 
and decreasing the overall efficiency of the airport. 
 

36 The FAA believes that it would impractical to widen all of the 
commenter’s proposed runways to accommodate the A380.  
Widening the runways would result in numerous issues regarding 
other airfield facilities/operations.  
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Comment Response 
37 The commenter has ignored the FAA’s operational critique of this aspect 

of proposal L-1.  Having already shown why Runway 10R will not be 
used as the commenter projects because of its reduced length, the FAA 
then described the consequence:  more aircraft landing on OMP Runway 
10L, with the overflow going to new OMP Runway 9L.  As shown in 
Exhibit 3-11 in Chapter 3, Section 3.6, arrivals in east flow to Runway 9L 
must cross under the path of departures from Runway 32L.  (Note that 
the Preferred Alternative calls for Runway 14R/32L to be removed).  This 
further “dependency” reduces the effectiveness of each runway, and 
with a greater flow of traffic to Runway 9L because Runway 10R is 
unacceptably short, this causes a loss of efficiency.  
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Comment Response 
38 In comparing proposed Alternative L-1 East Flow with existing Plan 

X, the FAA reaffirms that this proposed alternative would perform 
significantly like Plan X.  During good weather conditions, existing 
Plan X has three arrival runways available for use, not just the two 
parallel runways as the commenter suggests.  In addition, the 
departure capability of the proposed alternative in East Flow is 
severely restricted by Runway 9L arrivals.  All departures on Runway 
4L and Runway 32L must be coordinated with Runway 9L arrivals. 
 
Furthermore, this issue is in terms of operational capacity and 
throughput.  In order to maintain a balanced airfield (equal number 
of arrivals and departures), if arrivals were conducted to three 
runways as proposed by the commenter, there would not be enough 
departure capacity to avert gridlock. 
 
Finally, with only 4300’ between Runway 9R and 10R the FAA would 
not be able to conduct triple independent arrival approaches.  As state 
above, only current technology and procedures have been assumed 
throughout the EIS process. 
 

39 The FAA stands by its earlier assessment of the operational 
inadequacies of proposal L-1 in west flow conditions.   As in comment 
33 above, the commenter is proposing a method of operating O’Hare 
that is facially implausible.  Here, in west flow conditions, the 
commenter proposes to taxi all departing aircraft using OMP Runway 
28C (commenter runway 28R) almost the full length of the airport to 
the west, beyond the intersection with the present Runway 14R/32L, 
and then cross the arrival runway only to taxi the full length of that 
runway to reach the eastern most point when it would be able to 
depart.  In responding to earlier comments, the FAA concluded this 
required a taxi distance of two miles west and 1.5 miles back to the 
east.  The agency stands by that evaluation. 
 

40 Please see response to comment 36, above. 
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Comment Response 
41 In comparing proposed Alternative L-1 West Flow with existing  

Plan W, the FAA reaffirms that this proposed alternative would 
perform significantly like Plan W.  During good weather conditions, 
existing Plan W has three arrival runways available for use, not just 
the two parallel runways as the commenter suggests. 
 
Furthermore, this issue is in terms of operational capacity and 
throughput.  In order to maintain a balanced airfield (equal number 
of arrivals and departures), if arrivals were conducted to three 
runways as proposed by the commenter, there would not be enough 
departure capacity to avert gridlock. 
 
Finally, with only 4300’ between Runway 27L and 28L the FAA 
would not be able to conduct triple independent arrival approaches.  
As state above, only current technology and procedures have been 
assumed throughout the EIS process. 

42 The FAA rejects the commenter’s assertion that present O’Hare 
operating practices would permit its L-2 proposal to operate as it 
predicts in a east flow condition.  Today, departures from current 
Runway 32L require coordination with current Runway 9L arrivals. 
Indeed, separation distances between operations on these two 
runways was recently lengthened to address wake turbulence 
concerns, thereby enhancing safety and reducing productivity of this 
operating configuration.  If the commenter is addressing the 
sequencing of arrivals on its Runway 9L, some 2,300 feet north of the 
existing Runway 9L, the crossing point between these two runways is 
moved further down the departure path of Runway 32L in 
commenter’s L2, requiring even greater coordination and sequencing 
than is true in today’s operating conditions.  Contrary to the 
commenter’s observation in this document,  greater use of Runway 4L 
is impractical because it crosses both departure Runway 9R and 
arrival Runway 9L.  As a result, one controller would be required to 
juggle traffic demands on four busy runways.  It is simply not true for 
the commenter to declare:  “This is done today at O’Hare all of the 
time….” 
 

43 The FAA stands by its assertion that if Runway 14R/32L were 
retained as called for in the commenter’s L-2 proposal, it makes no 
sense to lengthen Runway 9R so that it would cross Runway 14R/32R.  
Much of this OMP is about reducing runway interactions and runway 
dependencies so that safety and efficiency are enhanced.  The only 
point made by the agency in this analysis of proposal L-2 was that 
from an operational perspective, the commenter’s proposal simply 
makes no sense and would not be adopted. 
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Comment Response 
44 The FAA believes the commenter fails to appreciate the operational 

limitations of the Land and Hold Short (LAHSO) procedure.  It will 
not work on Runway 9L because that runway is too short to permit its 
use at that point where it intersects with Runway 4L/22R.  Again, the 
problem with this configuration is, in part, the workload placed on an 
individual controller, as described in response to comment 42.  
Because the operation of these runways would be dependent on each 
other,  the operations would need to be handled by one person.  Both 
workload and congestion on this one frequency would render this 
configuration far less effective than the commenter believes.  
 

45 Please see response to comment 35. 
 

46 Please see response to comment 38. 
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Comment Response 
47 The FAA stands by its earlier assessment of this flaw in commenter’s 

proposed L-2 configuration.  In this, as well as other aspects of these 
submissions, including L-1, the commenter fails to appreciate that its 
retention of the “runway triangle” on the north side of the airport 
(current runways 9L/27R, 4L/22R and 14L/32R) can never allow the 
airport to achieve the efficiencies of the OMP.  This is because all 
three of those runways are “dependent” upon each other, intersecting 
in ways that limit operations, and increase controller workload.  By 
retaining O’Hare’s original runway geometry for the north side of the 
airport, the commenter makes largely irrelevant its proposed variants 
to the south side:  in essence, any such proposed can only fine-tune 
the efficiency of today’s airfield. 
 

48 See response to comment immediately above. 
 

49 The FAA disagrees with this summary comment. 
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Comment Response 
50 With respect to discretionary funding, the commenters have presented 

their views concerning the LOI application which is outside the NEPA 
process.  In addition, consideration of a PFC application is a separate 
process with its own consultation and comment process pursuant to 
14 CFR Part 158. 
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Comment Response 
51 The commenter offers as evidence a letter written by airline 

representatives in 1996.  The FAA’s analysis of ORD demand-capacity 
conditions is based on data through 2004, and therefore represents 
more current and relevant conditions than existed in 1996. 
 
The FAA notes that in the public hearing conducted by the FAA for 
the EIS, both American and United Airlines appeared in support of 
this project, see page U.6-52 (American) and U.6-98 (United). 
 
With regard to the USDOJ filing identified by the commenter, the 
FAA believes that it is more appropriate for the Department of 
Transportation to address this and related issues in the pending 
rulemaking, rather than for the FAA to prejudge this matter through 
an airport EIS. 
 

52 Again, the commenter is quoting a 1996 letter from United and 
American, that has been superseded by nearly ten years time. Again, 
the FAA notes that both American and United appeared in support of 
the project at the public hearing conducted by the FAA for the EIS. 
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Comment Response 
53 The purpose and need of the EIS includes the delay reduction.  Both 

American Airlines and United Airlines have indicated their support 
for the OMP at the public hearing. 
 

54 The FAA has separately responded to Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 
comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-501.  Specifically, Section 
2.0 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning 
page U.4-525.   
 

55 The FAA disagrees with these assertions that appear to be based on 
Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page 
U.4-501.  Specifically, Sections 2.0 and 3.0 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 
2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-525 and U.4-558, 
respectively.  Please see the responses to Section 2.0 for basis of FAA’s 
disagreement. 
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Comment Response 
56 Notwithstanding the commenter’s assertions regarding FAA’s authority, 

the FAA notes that in the EIS for the Runway 17-35 Extension Project at 
Philadelphia the Agency stated, “As a matter of policy, [the Office of the 
Secretary of Transportation] and FAA disfavor administrative 
approaches to demand management as an artificial constraint on the 
demand for air transportation.  For example, such approaches bar air 
carriers from offering air travelers as much service as they would like. 
 Administrative approaches should only be employed where absolutely 
necessary and as an interim, stop-gap measure, until an acceptable 
solution to delay can be implemented.  Accordingly, it remains the 
FAA’s position that administrative rules that cap operations may be 
suitable interim actions where improvements are physically impractical, 
or not yet implemented.” 
 
Again, the FAA has separately responded to these comments in its 
response to Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS 
beginning page U.4-501.   
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Comment Response 
57 Please see response to comment 56 on the previous page. 

 
58 The FAA has prepared this EIS with knowledge of the pending 

NPRM and believes that it is more appropriate for the Department of 
Transportation to address this and related issues in the pending 
rulemaking, rather than for the FAA to prejudge this matter through 
an airport EIS. 
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Comment Response 
59 Please see the FAA’s response to the comments within the Campbell-

hill report attached and referenced, beginning on page L-155 of this 
document. 
 

60 With regard to the LAX ROD, the FAA refers the commenter to 
comment 138 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS 
beginning page U.4-595. 
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Comment Response 
61 The FAA disagrees with this comment which appears to be based on 

Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS.  As noted, the FAA 
has separately responded to Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on 
the DEIS beginning page U.4-501.  Specifically, Section 2.0 of Campbell-
Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-525.   
 

62 In response to this comment and others, the FAA has added Section 5.22 
to Chapter 5 of the EIS for the FAA’s discussion of legal issues involving 
potential relocation of St. Johannes and Rest Haven Cemeteries. 
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Comment Response 
62 Please see the response to this comment on the previous page. 

 
63 FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that FAA “has 

violated the procedural requirement by simply failing to evaluate the 
prudence and feasibility of alternatives” potentially resulting in 
avoidance and/or less harm to the Section 4(f) and 6(f) facilities.  Both 
Chapter 3 of the EIS and the Final Section 4(f) and 6(f) Evaluation 
itself contain a substantial discussion of alternatives, their impacts, 
and if they might avoid or result in lesser impacts on the resources at 
issue.  FAA has in fact conducted a thorough evaluation of 
alternatives.  Further, “alternatives” suggested by the commenter, 
beyond those analyzed in the Draft EIS, were also taken into 
consideration as a part of the Draft Section 4(f) and 6(f) Evaluation.  
Finally, the FAA has also developed and considered 
derivatives/variations of the alternatives which would potentially 
avoid certain of these resources at issue.  The FAA has evaluated the 
commenter’s proposals in a new Section 3.6 in Chapter 3.   
 
In regards to the commenter’s statement that there are 45 local sites 
under Alternative C, and 23 local sites under Alternatives D and G 
that would be indirectly impacted by noise levels incompatible with 
their intended uses, these sites are all locally important historic 
residences.  In determining whether or not there is a constructive use, 
FAA evaluates whether the impacts would substantially impair the 
Section 4(f) resource.  Substantial impairment occurs only when the 
activities, features, or attributes of the resource that contribute to its 
significance or enjoyment are substantially diminished.  The historic 
quality of these residences would not be substantially impaired  by  
incompatible noise levels.  The incompatible residential land use, 
within a 65 DNL or greater noise contour, would require sound 
insulation.  No adverse effects would occur to these resources due to 
provision of sound insulation, because sound insulation would be 
completed in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for 
the Treatment of Historic Buildings.   Therefore there is not a 
constructive use of these sites under Section 4(f). 
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Comment Response 
63 Please see page L-132 for the response to this comment. 
64 The FAA has performed an air quality analysis of PM2.5 emissions, 

including dispersion in coordination with IEPA.  The results of the full 
analyses of PM2.5 are included in Section 5.6 of the Final EIS.  Further 
analysis of PM2.5 at selected sites (including parks, locally important 
sites, pocket parks, and historic sites) has also been accomplished and is 
included in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation in Section L.2.1.2.  The 
results of the PM2.5 analysis indicated that there would be no 
exceedances of the NAAQS, with or without the proposed O’Hare 
Modernization, for this pollutant.  The NAAQS takes into consideration 
human health impacts, including the health of sensitive populations, 
such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly.  Here, the FAA used 
whether there was a violation of the NAAQS to determine if there might 
be a constructive use.  Because there are no exceedances of the NAAQS, 
FAA concludes there would be no constructive use on the resources at 
issue.   
 
Emissions from non-road diesel construction equipment for the 
applicable time periods are included in the PM2.5 analysis.  The project 
Sponsor (the City of Chicago) has committed to emission reduction 
measures including measures that would reduce emissions from non-
road diesel construction equipment and hazardous air pollutants.  The 
level of reduction from the measures has been quantified (an average 
23 percent reduction in diesel particulate matter is anticipated) and is 
presented in Section 5.6 of the Final EIS.  In addition, the City’s 
Sustainable Design Manual has been adopted, and it is referenced in 
Section 5.6.5.  
 
USEPA’s mandated sulphur reductions for non-road vehicle diesel fuel 
begin in 2007 with a restriction to 500 parts per million.  Additional 
reductions are mandated in 2010 with a restriction to 15 parts per million.  
FAA’s air quality analysis conservatively relied upon current sulphur 
levels in diesel fuel for non-road vehicles until the statutorily mandated 
time-frame for the sulphur restrictions would take affect.  In addition, as 
a part of the Sponsor’s commitment to emission measures, the City of 
Chicago has committed to require the use of low-sulphur diesel fuels. 
 
With respect to the commenter’s statements regarding the Clean Air 
Interstate Rule (CAIR), FAA disagrees that it has relied on reductions 
from this rule in its air quality analysis, since CAIR does not apply to this 
project.   
 
The commenter’s issues on human health risk assessments are addressed 
within the responses to the commenter’s letter dated April 6, 2005 within 
Appendix U. 
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Comment Response 
64 Please see the response to this comment on page L-136. 
65 Schuster Park is a part of a system of parks within the Bensenville 

Park District boundaries and appears to provide facilities and a level 
of service similar to that of other parks within the Village of 
Bensenville and general vicinity.  The impacts to this park would 
require mitigation under Section 4(f) as well as under Section 6(f).  
FAA agrees with the commenter that 6(f) property may not be 
converted from public outdoor recreational use without the approval 
of the Regional Directors of the National Park Service (NPS).  
However, FAA disagrees with commenter’s assertion to the effect that 
compensatory park facilities must be located close to the location of 
the existing park and must also be administered by the same political 
jurisdiction as the converted property.   
 
Any conversion of Section 6(f) property, specifically Schuster Park, 
would be conducted in a manner consistent with the requirement of 
36 CFR 59.3.  In particular, based on 36 CFR 59 (b)(3)(ii), the NPS will 
determine the “equivalent usefulness and location,” by considering 
factors, including the following: 
 
 “Replacement property need not necessarily be directly adjacent to or 
close by the converted site. This policy provides the administrative 
flexibility to determine location recognizing that the property should 
meet existing public outdoor recreation needs. While generally this 
will involve the selection of a site serving the same community(ies) or 
area as the converted site, there may be exceptions. For example, if 
property being converted is in an area undergoing major 
demographic change and the area has no existing or anticipated 
future need for outdoor recreation, then the project sponsor should 
seek to locate the substitute area in another location within the 
jurisdiction. Should a local project sponsor be unable to replace 
converted property, the State would be responsible, as the primary 
recipient of Federal assistance, for assuring compliance with these 
regulations and the substitution of replacement property.” 
 
Section 6(f) provides that NPS shall only approve a conversion if it is 
“in accord with the then existing comprehensive statewide outdoor 
recreation plan.”  Section L.4 of the Section 4(f) and 6(f) Evaluation 
includes a discussion of the Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor 
Recreational Plan (SCORP) for Illinois.  A specific mitigation plan will 
be developed in cooperation with the Bensenville Park District, IDNR, 
NPS, and the FAA.   
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Comment Response 
65 Please see the response to this comment on page L-142. 

 
66 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s characterization of the Draft 

Evaluation.  The FAA has outlined the reasoning for disagreement 
throughout the responses to this document.  In addition, the FAA has 
made changes to the Draft Evaluation in the Final Evaluation 
addressing further the comments contained herein. 
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Comment Response 
67 In responding to the comments within the main text of this submittal 

of comments on the Draft Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation, the 
FAA has reviewed the contents of the Mr. Marx’s affidavit and notes 
its inclusion herein.   
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Comment Response 
68 In responding to the comments within the main text of this submittal 

of comments on the Draft Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation, the 
FAA has reviewed the contents of the Mr. Fleming’s affidavit and 
notes its inclusion herein.   
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Response to Comments L-153 July 2005 
 

Comment Response 
68 In responding to the comments within the main text of this submittal 

of comments on the Draft Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation, the 
FAA has reviewed the contents of the transcript of the June 29, 2005 
newscast. 
 
In response to this comment and others, the FAA has evaluated two 
alternatives with a single south runway.  This evaluation is contained 
in Chapter 3, Section 3.6 of the Final EIS.  Please see this section of the 
EIS, where FAA has evaluated the two alternatives, which FAA refers 
to as: (1) Derivative M – No Action with a New South Runway only 
(4300’ south from existing Runway 9R/27L); and (2) Derivative N - No 
Action with a New South Runway only (5000’ south from existing 
Runway 9R/27L). 
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Response to Comments L-156 July 2005 
 

Comment Response 
70 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s characterization of the Draft 

Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation (Draft Evaluation).  The FAA 
notes that in response to these comments and others filed by these 
commenters’ the FAA has added a detailed evaluation of the 
“alternatives” suggested herein.   
 
 

71 As mentioned in other previous responses, any funding decisions 
regarding the proposed action are outside the NEPA process. 
 

72 The FAA disagrees with this assertion.  See response to comment 70. 
 

73 The FAA has provided additional information regarding FAA’s 
evaluation of the use of mid-continent hubs in the Agency’s response 
to Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS, beginning on 
page U.4-501.  Specifically, please see response to comments 129-132 
beginning on page U.4-586 of that document.  
 

74 The quotation from the Draft Evaluation is based on information 
contained in the EIS.  The basis for the statement regarding the 
“practical limit of the potential diversion” can be found in the FAA’s 
evaluation of the use of other airports in Appendix C of the EIS.   
 

75 The FAA disagrees that “OMP will reach capacity and experience 
massive delays soon after it is completed.”  The comment is based on 
Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS.  As noted, the 
FAA has separately responded to Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 
comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-501.  Specifically, Section 
2.0 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning 
page U.4-525.   
 

76 The comment is based on Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on 
the DEIS.  As noted, the FAA has separately responded to Campbell-
Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-501.  
Specifically, Section 3.0 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on 
the DEIS beginning page U.558.   
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Response to Comments L-157 July 2005 
 

Comment Response 
77 The comment is based on Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on 

the DEIS.  As noted, the FAA has separately responded to Campbell-
Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-501.  
Specifically, Section 4.0 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on 
the DEIS beginning page U.4-581. 
 
In addition, the FAA notes that in response to these comments and 
others filed by these commenters’ the FAA has added a detailed 
evaluation of the “alternatives” suggested herein.  This evaluation is 
contained in Chapter 3, Section 3.6 of the Final EIS.  
 

78 The comment is based on Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on 
the DEIS.  As noted, the FAA has separately responded to Campbell-
Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-501.  
Specifically, Section 4.0 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on 
the DEIS beginning page U.4-581.  Specifically, please see response to 
comments 129-132 of that document beginning on page U.4-586.  
 

79 The commenter offers as evidence a letter written by airline 
representatives in 1996.  The FAA’s analysis of ORD demand-capacity 
conditions is based on data through 2004, and therefore represents 
more current and relevant conditions than existed in 1996. 
 
The FAA notes that during the public hearing conducted by the FAA 
for the EIS, both American and United Airlines appeared in support 
of this project, see page U.6-52 (American) and U.6-98 (United). 
 
For further information please see the FAA responses to Section 4.0 of 
Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page 
U.4-581.   
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Response to Comments L-158 July 2005 
 

Comment Response 
80 As a matter of law, the FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 

that the activities ascribed to it constitute the authority to direct 
carriers to utilize airports with available capacity. 
 
For further information please see the FAA responses to Section 4.0 of 
Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page 
U.4-581.   
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Response to Comments L-159 July 2005 
 

Comment Response 
81 The fact that American closed its St. Louis hub and increased its 

hubbing activity at ORD is further evidence that ORD is a vital major 
hub in American’s route system, and that alternative hubs, despite 
having available capacity, are unlikely to be used to provide the 
capacity that is needed at ORD.  The FAA does not have the power to 
undo the decision of American Airlines to stop hubbing operations at 
St. Louis. 
 
Perhaps the decision by American Airlines to shift its resources to 
ORD was based substantially on its proximity to one of the world’s 
largest origin-destination markets, the critical mass of international 
and connecting services, and to realize cost efficiencies of operation.  
 
For further information please see the FAA responses to Section 4.0 of 
Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page 
U.4-581.   
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Response to Comments L-160 July 2005 
 

Comment Response 
82 Please see the FAA responses to Section 4.0 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 

2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-581.   
 

83 The FAA’s detailed analysis of the use of other regional airports is 
included in the EIS, see Chapter 3 and Appendix C.  The Draft 
Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation incorporates the EIS 
alternatives analysis by reference. 
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Response to Comments L-161 July 2005 
 

Comment Response 
84 The comment is based on Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on 

the DEIS.  As noted, the FAA has separately responded to Campbell-
Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-501.  
Specifically, Section 4.0 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on 
the DEIS beginning page U.4-581.  Specifically, please see response to 
comments 121-128 of that document beginning on page U.4-582.  
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Response to Comments L-162 July 2005 
 

Comment Response 
85 FAA believes that provision of adequate capacity at ORD is critical to 

providing for the ORD hub.  Airlines decide where to operate hubs, 
and the airlines operating hubs at ORD (American and United) have 
indicated that additional capacity is needed at ORD.   
 
Further, the stated purpose and need for the project includes 
accommodating all unconstrained demand—including both 
originating and connecting passengers.  The analysis presented in the 
EIS provides conclusive evidence that the proposed action is required 
to accommodate unconstrained demand at ORD. 
 
For further information, please see the FAA responses to Section 4.0 of 
Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page 
U.4-581.   
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Response to Comments L-163 July 2005 
 

Comment Response 
86 This comment is based on Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on 

the DEIS, specifically Campbell-Hill Section 3.0.  For FAA’s response, 
please see the FAA responses to Section 3.0 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 
2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-558.   
 

87 This comment is based on Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on 
the DEIS, specifically Campbell-Hill Section 4.3.  For FAA’s response, 
please see the FAA responses to Section 4.3 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 
2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-586.  The FAA directs 
the commenter to response to comments 133-135, beginning on 
page U.4-590.   
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Response to Comments L-164 July 2005 
 

Comment Response 
88 This comment is based on Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on 

the DEIS, specifically Campbell-Hill Section 4.3.  For FAA’s response, 
please see the FAA responses to Sections 4.3 and 4.4 of Campbell-Hill’s 
April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-586.  The 
FAA directs the commenter to response to comments 133-135, 
beginning on page U.4-590.   
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Response to Comments L-166 July 2005 
 

 

Comment Response 
89 The FAA thoroughly evaluated a blended alternative within the Draft 

EIS.  This evaluation is contained in Chapter 3 and Appendix E of the 
EIS. 
 
With regard to the LAX Record of Decision, the FAA refers the 
commenter to Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS, 
specifically response to comment 138 beginning on page U.4-595. 
 

90 The FAA disagrees with the comment.  
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Response to Comments L-167 July 2005 
 

Comment Response 
1 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that it did not 

complete the required evaluation in “accordance with current 
legislation.”  Both Chapter 3 of the EIS and the Section 4(f) and 6(f) 
Evaluation itself contain a substantial discussion of alternatives, their 
impacts, and if they might avoid or result in lesser impacts on the 
resources at issue.  FAA has in fact conducted a thorough evaluation of 
alternatives.  Further, alternatives beyond those analyzed in the Draft EIS 
were also taken into consideration as a part of the Draft Section 4(f) and 
6(f) Evaluation.  Finally, the FAA has also developed and considered 
variations of the alternatives that would potentially avoid these resources 
at issue. 

2 The FAA has included a further evaluation of the proposals brought 
forward by the authorities of Bensenville and Elk Grove Village.  This 
evaluation is contained in Chapter 3, Section 3.6 of the EIS.   
 
In addition, the FAA notes that the Agency carefully examined the 
potential loss of a hubbing carrier at O’Hare in Appendix R of the EIS. 

3 The FAA in its EIS gave full attention to the direct and indirect impacts 
associated with the O’Hare Modernization, including those impacts 
associated with surface transportation impacts.  See Section 5.3 of 
Chapter 5 and Chapter 7 of the EIS for further information. 

4 FAA acknowledges that area residents are likely to continue using the 
recreational facilities in the project area, even when those facilities cannot 
be soundproofed.  In recognition of this circumstance, the Section 4(f) 
and 6(f) Evaluation includes an analysis of potential impacts associated 
with noise.   
 
FAA's land use compatibility guidelines were used to determine 
acceptable noise levels over the Section 4(f) lands identified in the Section 
4(f) and 6(f) Evaluation.  These guidelines generally identify three 
thresholds of noise levels (65, 70, and 75 DNL, with some provisions for 
higher levels if structures, such as an incompatible use: auditoriums, or 
museums can be soundproofed) applicable to parks/recreational 
resources and historic sites, depending on the types of activities that 
occur at the site.    See Table L-6 of the Final Section 4(f) and 6(f) 
Evaluation for further information on the predicted sound levels at each 
of the Section 4(f) resources in comparison to the FAA’s land use 
compatibility guidelines.  Specifically, parks are normally considered 
compatible up to sound levels of 75 DNL.  Based on the analysis 
presented in the Evaluation, no substantial impairment or constructive 
use impacts on Section 4(f) or Section 6(f) resources are anticipated as a 
result of the proposed project.   
 

5 Please see the following page for the response to this comment. 
 



O’Hare International Airport  Final EIS 

 

Response to Comments L-168 July 2005 
 

 

Comment Response 
5 FAA agrees that a favorable record of decision is a prerequisite for ALP 

approval or funding eligibility.  FAA notes the commenter’s opinion 
regarding negotiations for land acquisition.  While, the FAA was not a 
party to any negotiations for acquisition of property by the City of 
Chicago related to the O’Hare Modernization, the FAA did enter into 
discussions with the Bensenville Park District and other public entities 
for the purpose of evaluating potential project impacts and identifying 
potential mitigation measures.  
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Response to Comments L-170 July 2005 
 

Comment Response 
1 In response to this request and others, the FAA has reviewed additional 

cost information related to the City’s proposed O’Hare Modernization 
Program (OMP).  This additional cost information provided by the City 
has been posted to the FAA’s website, http://www.agl.faa.gov/OMP/. 
 
As discussed in Section 1.7 of Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, the FAA has 
concluded that the City’s cost estimates are reasonable for the purposes 
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
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Response to Comments L-171 July 2005 
 

Comment Response 
2 With respect to the benefit-cost analysis, the FAA is evaluating the City 

of Chicago’s  benefit cost analysis through the ongoing review of the City 
of Chicago’s Letter of Intent Application, submitted to the FAA in 
February 2005.  A decision to fund the proposed action and at what level 
will be determined through this process outside of this EIS. 
 
In addition, the PFC and AIP processes are separate and distinct from 
the NEPA process.  The PFC approval of impose and use is a separate 
process with its own consultation and comment process pursuant to 14 
CFR Part 158.   
 

3 The FAA addresses this comment in response to Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 
2005 comments on the DEIS.  Specifically, please see the FAA responses 
to Section 3.3.2 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS 
beginning page U.4-586.  The FAA directs the commenter to response to 
comments 105-109, beginning on page U.4-568.   
 

4 In response to this comment and others, the FAA has evaluated two 
alternatives with a single south runway.  This evaluation is contained in 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6 of the Final EIS.  Please see this section of the EIS, 
where FAA has evaluated the two alternatives, which FAA refers to as: 
(1) Derivative M – No Action with a New South Runway only (4300’ 
south from existing Runway 9R/27L); and (2) Derivative N - No Action 
with a New South Runway only (5000’ south from existing Runway 
9R/27L). 
 

5 FAA did evaluate OMP Phase I as a stand-alone alternative; in the EIS it 
is referred to as Alternative B.  Notably, Alternative B performs 
considerably better than the No Action Alternative (or existing airfield).  
As demonstrated in the Section 3.2.2.1 of Chapter 3 of the EIS, 
Alternative B did not satisfy purpose and need, thereby ratifying the 
FAA’s decision not to perform further analysis of Alternative B.  
 
While OMP Phase I (Alternative B) would not meet the purpose and 
need stated in the EIS, OMP Phase I is an essential step in developing the 
full-build OMP (Alternative C) which, using the forecast adopted by 
FAA, provides for accommodation of unconstrained forecast demand 
during the period through 2018. 
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Response to Comments L-172 July 2005 
 

Comment Response 
6 The FAA has responded to the Congressman’s April 6, 2005 letter 

regarding the Draft EIS.  This letter and its responses can be found in 
Section U.2 of Appendix U of the EIS, see pages U.2-29 through U.2-45. 
 
With regard to the Master Plan cost estimate, the FAA notes that the 
FAA has concluded that the City’s cost estimates are reasonable for the 
purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), see  
Section 1.7 of Chapter 1. 
 
With regard to the MII approval, the FAA addresses this comment in 
response to Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS.  
Specifically, please see the FAA responses to Section 3.3.1 of Campbell-
Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning page U.4-566.  
Specifically, the FAA directs the commenter to response to comment 103, 
beginning on page U.4-568. 
 
With regard to AIP funding and PFC authorization, please see response 
to comment 2 of this document. 
 

7 Please see response to comment 5. 
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Response to Comments L-173 July 2005 
 

Comment Response 
8 In response to this comment and others, the FAA has added Section 5.22 

to Chapter 5 of the EIS for the FAA’s discussion of legal issues involving 
potential relocation of St. Johannes and Rest Haven Cemeteries. 
 

9 The FAA evaluated a blended alternative in the EIS, see Chapter 3 and 
Appendix E.  This alternative was eliminated in the secondary screening 
of alternatives.  The rationale for elimination is contained in Chapter 3, 
Section 3.3.2.6.  The FAA notes that, even if the blended alternative were 
implemented, it would yield the least delay reduction, of those 
alternatives considered in secondary screening, while not serving the 
forecast demand.  
 
With regard to the LAX Record of Decision, the FAA refers the 
commenter to Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS, 
specifically response to comment 138 beginning on page U.4-595. 
 
Notwithstanding the commenter’s assertions regarding FAA’s authority, 
the FAA notes that in the EIS for the Runway 17-35 Extension Project at 
Philadelphia the Agency stated, “As a matter of policy, [the Office of the 
Secretary of Transportation] and FAA disfavor administrative 
approaches to demand management as an artificial constraint on the 
demand for air transportation.  For example, such approaches bar air 
carriers from offering air travelers as much service as they would like. 
 Administrative approaches should only be employed where absolutely 
necessary and as an interim, stop-gap measure, until an acceptable 
solution to delay can be implemented.  Accordingly, it remains the 
FAA’s position that administrative rules that cap operations may be 
suitable interim actions where improvements are physically impractical, 
or not yet implemented.” 
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Response to Comments L-174 July 2005 
 

Comment Response 
9 Please see the response to this comment on the previous page. 
10 The FAA addresses this comment in response to Campbell-Hill’s April 

6, 2005 comments on the DEIS.  Specifically, please see the FAA 
responses to Sections 2.0 and 3.0 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 
comments on the DEIS beginning pages U.4-525 and U.4-558, 
respectively.  
 

11 The FAA disagrees with this comment.  The FAA addresses this 
comment in response to Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the 
DEIS.  Specifically, please see the FAA responses to Sections 2.0 and 3.0 
of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS beginning 
pages U.4-525 and U.4-558, respectively.  
 
With regard to the OMP’s runway spacing, the proposed Airport 
Layout Plan (ALP) and supporting documentation within the Master 
Plan document that the proposed runway lateral separation distances 
comply with applicable FAA design criteria to ensure safe operations.  
Current FAA directives (FAA Order 7110.65 and supplements) include 
provisions for operations on runways with the proposed spacing, and 
these were utilized in developing the planned operation.  The 
procedures developed are fully compliant with these directives and 
are effectively utilized today at ORD.  The TAAM simulation 
modeling conducted for the EIS incorporated these procedures. 
 

12 Please see response to comment 4 on page L-171. 
 

13 The FAA has explored blended alternatives, see response to comment 
9 on page L-173.  With regard to the controller’s proposal, please see 
response to comment 4 on page L-171.   
 
Also, please see Section 3.6 of Chapter 3 of the EIS. 
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Response to Comments L-175 July 2005 
 

Comment Response 
14 In response to the “Religious Objectors and Communities Objectors 

Alternatives,” the FAA has evaluated their proposals in a new 
Section 3.6 in Chapter 3.  The purpose of Section 3.6 is to evaluate the 
commenter developed derivatives in relation to the FAA’s screening 
criteria utilized in the EIS. 
 

15 According to FAA’s ASPM data, for the calendar year 2004, O’Hare 
yielded an annual average delay of approximately 18 minutes, even 
with the FAA Order Limiting Scheduled Operations in place starting 
in March 2004. 
 
In addition, as noted in response to comment 9, administrative  
approaches should only be employed where absolutely necessary and 
as an interim, stop-gap measure, until an acceptable solution to delay 
can be implemented.  
 

16 Please see response to comment 15. 
 

17 Appendix B, Section B.2.2 articulates the reasons for the use of FAA’s 
2002 Terminal Area Forecast for the EIS analysis.  In addition, 
Appendix R of the EIS includes consideration of a forecast range that 
encompasses both the 2003 and 2004 Terminal Area forecasts. 
 
In calendar year 2004, O’Hare served approximately 990,000 
operations at approximately 18 minutes of average annual delay.  The 
FAA notes that the constrained forecast, presented in Appendix B, 
projected approximately 974,000 operations.  The TAAM modeling 
conducted for the EIS estimated approximately 17 minutes of average 
annual delay for this level of operations.  
 
Also, please see response to comment 15. 
 
 

18 The FAA indicated in the Draft EIS that the Agency would address 
issues related to religious liberties in its Record of Decision.  In 
response to this comment and others, the FAA has added Section 
5.22, Other Issues Relating to Cemetery Acquisition, to the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comments L-176 July 2005 
 

Comment Response 
19 Please see response to comment 5 on page L-171. 

 
20 Please see the FAA’s evaluation of the “controllers’ alternatives” as 

well as commenter proposals H-L in Section 3.6 of Chapter 3. 
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Response to Comments L-177 July 2005 
 

 

Comment Response 
1 Comment noted. 
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Response to Comments L-178 July 2005 
 

 

Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the Village’s concern regarding the noise and emissions.  

The FAA directs the commenter to Chapter 7 of the Final EIS for 
presentation of potential mitigation measures for both noise and air 
quality. 
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